REMARKS 

.ainsclatas. and 3 through 24. Cms! and .5 have been 

am ended. Claim 2 has been cancel.*! » ^ amendmmt to c,a,m ! 5 ,s presented «o 
welgh , previously set fort, mdatm 2. We a 

correct a typographtcal error. 

,w a narrow elass of high molecular wetght 
a.spersants that are the reaction product of a polya^V ^ ^ 

Spect^s*^ 

composruonswrthrmprovedptstoneleantngproperttes. 

j fa 15 USC Section 103(a) as being 
Clatms 1 and 3 through 24 stand rejected under ^ ^ ^ 

low functional dtspersant (1.05 to . ), ^ ^ tended to include the 

derate functtonality (1 .2 to 2.0, dtspersanf C to ^ ^ ^ ^ elter 

Section 103 in view of the Emert F 

k TT'sC Section 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Clauns 1 through 24 stand ^^ ^.^ Meintard , et al. patent"). 

such nvatenals are useful as d.spersan, for use m tub g ^ be at 

oesenbesbroadly the functional^ 

d,stnbut,on of the polyalkenyl motety, descnbmg 
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1 3 to less than 1.7, and a molecular we.ght distribution within the narrow range of 1 .5 to 2.0 will 
prov.de any s.gn.fican, benefit over similar dispersants outs.de the seope of the present cla.ms. 

The benefits of the presently claimed d.spersants, compared d.rectly to other dispersants 
within the broad class of matenals d.sclosed by the Meinhardt et al. patent, are clearly 
demonstrated by the comparative test results of the present specification, as summarized ,n Table 

2 (page 34) As shown by the data of the specification, particularly by a compar.son of 0.1s 1 to 

4 raising the functionality of a d.spersan. (wh.ch one would do to ach.eve h.gher dispersant 
mitogen content, and thus, increased slndge/vam.sh and soot control) results in a detenoration ,„ 
the piston cleanliness result (indicated in terms of PC Ment G2 @ 36 hrs. and hrs. to PC„ = 65). 

A comparison between Oils 1-3, containing d.spersants Dl to D3, respectively, and 0,1s 

5 and 6 containing d.spersants D5 and D6, respectively, demonstrates the effect of the molecular 
we,ght d,stnbut,on of the polyalkenyl precursor on the piston cleanliness performance. 
Specifically 0,1 4, wh.ch conta.ns d,spcrsant D4 representing the present invention, provdes 
dramatically .mproved p.ston cleanliness performance compared to 0,1 3, wh.ch centaurs a 
dispersant (D3) havmg an identical nationality (1 .4) and a molecular we,ght d.stiibntion greater 
than 2 0) In fact, Oil 3 provides .mproved p.ston cleanliness compared to 0,1s 1 and 2, wh.ch 
contam lower functionality d.spersants. Even Oil D6 of the mvent.on, wh.ch contams a 
d,spersa„. having a functionality of 1.6, outperformed the comparative oils in terms of p.ston 
cleanliness, including Oil 1 , which contains dispersant D 1 having a fimctionahty of only 1.0. 

The cnt.cal.ty of the cla.med upper limit on functionality is clearly seen by comparing 
.nventive Oils 5 and 6 to comparative Oil 4, wh.ch contams d.spersant D4 having a molecular 
we.ght d,stribut,on within the elauned range (about 2), and a functionality greater than 1 .7 (1 .8). 
This comparison clearly establishes that a sl.ght increase in d,spersant functionality over the 
Canned upper limit results in a dramatic reduction in p.ston cleanliness performance, even when 
the h,gh functionality d.spersant meets the molecular weight d.stribution limitation of the present 
claims. 

There is nothing in the Meinhardt et al. patent that would lead one of ordinary skill in the 
. art to expect a relationship between dispersant functionality, the molecular weight distribution of 
the dispersant precursor, and piston cleanliness performance in oil. There is nothing in the 
Meinhardt et al. patent that would lead one of ordinary skill to select the present narrow class of 
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C ' ain,eddispersant sfi»m the broader cl ass r„ 

Perf0 ™ a -P-, dedbydispmaMsw . ™e unexpected* 

~ resuta, apphcants submit ,1 , t * ° f < h ' s *— Wta, of 



improved 



Meinhardtetal. patent 



that the rejection 



now be withdrawn. 



Presented under Section 103 



unexpectedly 
in view of the 



Based 



"Pon the foregoing, appli 



*^,h over each of the '^ZZZ ^ ^ C ' a ' mS * 

application now be passed to issue. 



Respectfully submitted 
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